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Capital Punishment The Only Cure: Even Old Scrooge would hardly think of beheading Santa Claus 
during Christmas week. But, in the light of all the evidence, the judicious, impartial and unsentimental 
mind of HUMAN EVENTS is compelled to call for the death sentence. There is no other way. Like 


Socrates, he must die for the heinous crime of “corrupting”’. 


A new Administration promises to “clean up the Washington mess”. Can it? Not while Old Nick 
is around. Not while he keeps whispering into our inner-most ear the seductive story of something for 
nothing, through government; not while he speaks in dulcet tones about costless subsidies and handouts 
without limit; not while he serenades us with songs of high wages and low prices; not while he repeats 
the siren refrain of free rent and free lunches; not while he calms our fears with the sedative, “only the 
other fellow pays taxes”. The consequent corruption of such propaganda even an Eisenhower cannot 
clean up. 


Are there Commies in government? Of course. Is graft rampant in Washington? Sure. Is the 
management of our public affairs characterized by waste, inefficiency, boondoggling and downright dis- 
honesty? How could it be otherwise? So long as we heed the counsel of Old Nick, just so long will the 
“mess” continue. | 


So, reluctant as we are to disturb the spirit of Yuletide, our judgment must be that the demise of 
Santa Claus is the only cure for the ills of the nation. 


Clothing the Naked: The spirit of this Yuletide might well be reinforced if individuals play Santa Claus 
on their own in response to a certain moving appeal for charitable funds. In the Middle East, a million 
fear-ridden and helpless Arab refugees are desperately in need of cloth, clothing, footwear and blankets. 
In this fifth winter of exile from the Palestine which was their home for a dozen centuries, this section 
of the Arab world must be wondering why the Christian western world does not come to their aid. “Words 
are totally inadequate to convey to you what it actually means to look into the eyes of these refugee 
children”, says Dorothy Thompson, the columnist, who recently visited the Near East. “They tell a story 
of fear, suffering, angry rebellion and utter frustration.” 


These poor creatures have no “minority voting bloc” in the United States to forward their appeals 
to the U.S. Treasury and Congress. Nor do more than a handful of those known as “civic leaders” 
possess the courage and humanity to back up the organization called The American Middle East Relief 
(Suite 4824, 350 Fifth Avenue, New York, N.Y.) now seeking funds. Yet, there must be some who, 
aware of our responsibility and our diplomatic blundering which helped create this great human tragedy, 
will send that organization gifts “to clothe the naked”. 


Taft Wins: The Senator from Ohio now stands unopposed for the post of Majority Leader of the 
Senate, and even his bitterest critics concede that “he’s in”. Those who wished Ike to purge Taft and 
sought to build up a cabal against him in Congress have now thrown in the sponge. The Senator’s victory 
is only surprising because the eastern internationalist press for weeks has sought to present a picture of 
an Eisenhower steamroller inexorably crushing the right wing of the GOP in Congress and its leader. 


The first act took place at the time of the appointment of Mr. Martin Durkin to the post of Secre- 
tary of Labor. Taft called this choice “incredible”, and it was. Why a man who had fought to elect 
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Stevenson should be selected and honored while millions who broke with the Democratic Party to vote for 
Ike were thereby affronted has not been coherently explained by anybody. Taft was again cast as the 
villain of the act, as he so often has been in the past when he was supremely right and his critics wrong, 


L’affaire Durkin crystallized increasing and resentful feeling among Taft followers who believed 
that Dewey and his Eastern allies in the GOP had set up the cabinet list and arranged the Durkin matter 
and that this performance was a curtain raiser to purging Taft in the Senate. Resentment rose when ob. 
jections to Ike’s cabinet appointments were described as infringements on the Presidential prerogative, 


Actually, the Constitution provides (Article II, section 2) that officials (including cabinet officers) 
shall be nominated “‘by and with the advice of the Senate”. Hence, Taft was well within his rights in 
criticizing the Durkin appointment. Also, the manner in which this appointment and that of Secretary 
of the Treasury Humphrey were announced was subject to criticism. It is custom and courtesy for the 


senior Senator to be consulted or at least advised of appointments of individuals from his state, or within 
his committee jurisdiction. 


But meanwhile the fictitious steamroller, as pictured in the Eastern press, seemed to be rolling down 


on the Taft wing of the Party. For a while, it looked as if the Dewey wing would dictate the GOP or. 
ganization of the Senate. 


Finally, last week the chips were down. Senator Carlson, Ike lieutenant, canvassed the Senatorial 
situation and discovered that there was only one picture — Taft had the votes and could be majority 
leader if he wanted to. Reason: growing rebellion against Dewey influence and resentment because 
of infringement of senatorial courtesy. Carlson bowed to the prevailing breeze and announced he was 
for Taft for leadership. He accepted the inevitable. (The Eastern press, of course, tried to picture it 


as Taft persuading Carlson that as majority leader he, Taft, would work with Eisenhower harmoniously 
and the President-elect graciously permitting it.) 


Yet, all the above does not deal with the question whether Taft ought to serve as majority leader, 
in his own interest and that of the conservative wing of the Party. Apparently Taft thinks he should. But 
many close friends of Taft think he should not, fearing that he will become the vassal of the Executive arm. 
Some who recall the Twenties say that GOP majority leader Senator Watson was simply the representa- 
tive of the GOP White House in the Senate; that Taft can’t maintain his independence (any more than 
Jim Watson could), and can’t sway the White House. All that remains to be seen. Anyway, it’s Taft 
who will serve as majority leader. 


Foreign Boondoggling: Secretary of Commerce Sawyer last week planted a time bomb under Mr. 
Harold Stassen. Sawyer returned from an inspection tour of Europe and made public a report of his 
findings which, if it means anything at all, means that “mutual security” and other economic aid should 
be drastically curtailed if not completely eliminated. Stassen has recently been named Mutual Security 
Administrator by General Eisenhower. 


The young man from Minnesota reached the end of his political rope during the last year — presi- 
dential chances microscopic and mass political following non-existent. The MSA post (how did he get 
it?) seemed to offer a prospect that he could create a little “job empire”, if Congress renewed the $6 
billion of foreign aid funds. But now Sawyer’s statement can be used on Capitol Hill to scuttle the op- 
portunity for Stassen to build such an empire. The new MSA head will have to either (1) fight desper- 


ately for foreign aid before unsympathetic committees or (2) join the economizers in destroying his 
own position. 





Mallarkey: The latest (is it the last?) stand of the fellow-travellers in the State Department is the claim 
that ousting of Department officials by loyalty boards “demoralizes” the service. Diplomats, it is 
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asserted, will fear later disciplining by such boards and so will not write honest and candid reports. This 
yiew is currently broadcast by friends in the press. It is, of course, obvious “mallarkey”. Only those who 
have some reason to fear loyalty investigations as a result of past records feel this way. The old-time, hon- 
est “American” diplomats do not share this feeling — that is, those who have not already been fired, 
shelved or squeezed out of important posts by the dominant diplomatic set put in by the New and Fair 
Deals and careerists who for reasons of personal ambition played along with the line of Roosevelt and 
Truman and the latter’s anonymous White House advisers. 


UN and Foundations: Much blame for “selling” the innocent American people on the United Nations 
falls on the great tax-free foundations, now the subject of an investigation by a congressional committee 
under the chairmanship of Representative Eugene Cox (Ga.). If the Cox committee perseveres, as did 
the McCarran committee, they will look more deeply into the Carnegie Endowment for International 
Peace (which in 1947 and 1948 had as president, one Alger Hiss). 


The Yearbooks of the Carnegie foundation for 1945 and 1946 testify at length and in great detail 
just how, and at approximately what cost, a fraudulent conception of the United Nations, based upon the 
Dumbarton Oaks Proposals of 1944, was put over on the people and the Senate. It is a story which reads 
badly now — with the UN and its Communist staff members in disgrace before the country. The tale is 
told in these Yearbooks by Drs. Finch and Shotwell of the foundation. It includes the fact that, through 
the operation of a propaganda set-up by the State Department which cost the taxpayers approximately ' 
$90,000,000 in three years, we all paid through the nose for the privilege of being told how to think 
about the United Nations and how to browbeat our Senators into voting to ratify the Charter of the UN. 


The Yearbooks of this foundation for 1945, 1946 and 1947 reveal how Professor Shotwell’s Division 
of Economics and History “helped” the UN’s preparations unit (of which — by the way — Alger Hiss 
was at first acting, then actual, head). This division supplied five “studies” by Professor Max Laserson 
for “confidential use” to the unit, on the subject of “The Place of the Soviet Union in the Comity of 
Nations”, and “The Old Pan-Slavism and the New Slavophile Movement”, and “ethnic population an- 
alyses” which were designed to justify the Soviet partition and satellizing of Poland. The latter study 
also justified Soviet absorption of Esthonia, Latvia, Lithuania and Byelorussia and argued for the inclusion 
of Hungary, Bulgaria and Bessarabia, as well as Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia, within the sphere of the 
Kremlin’s dominance. 


Between Covers: A brilliant exposé of the Communist and left-wing nature of the organized opposition 
to the McCarran immigration act, entitled “The Plot Against the McCarran-Walter Act”, by Herbert G. 
Moore in the National Republic, December, 1952 issue. For reprints write National Republic, 511 Elev- 
enth Street, N.W., Washington 4, D. C. 





“They War on Our Schools”, a pamphlet containing a series of broadcasts by John T. Flynn, 
published by America’s Future, Inc., 210 E. 43rd Street, New York 17, N. Y. How a number of in- 
fluential educators, teamed up with socialist propagandists and politicians, have been trying, for twenty 
years, to use public schools to shape the minds of children in support of socialist theories. 





Under way — a book manuscript by General Bonner Fellers, who has contributed a number 
of articles to HUMAN EVENTS and other publications on the subject of national defense. The book 


will be a plea for primary reliance on air power for U.S. defense. To be published by Henry Regnery 
Company in the Spring. 





Reported that Colonel Charles Lindbergh is at work on a book on air power. 


—— Also a book in preparation by Professor E. Merrill Root, author of the popular piece in 
HUMAN EVENTS (July 30) entitled “Darkness at Noon in American Colleges”. 



































Democracy at Bay, by Felix Somary. New York: Alfred A. Knopf. $2.50. Reviewed by William 
Henry Chamberlin. 


If there were a prize for the most intellectually stimulating book of the year, this would be a promis. 
ing candidate. Hungarian by birth, Swiss by naturalization, Felix Somary brings to this work a sharply 
inquiring mind, a wide range of political and economic erudition and a long period of practical experi. 
ence in business and finance. 


Somary is a master of wit and paradox, as anyone who has talked with him (he spends a fair amount | 
of his time in Washington) knows. His world outlook is that of the old-fashioned liberal who believes H 
that there can be no free state without free individuals, who is profoundly hostile to big government and 
who is convinced that property rights are among the most precious of human rights. whi 


He clearly does not feel at home in the twentieth century, with its demagogues and dictators, its of c 
wars of extermination, its harnessing of the individual to the juggernaut of the leviathan state and he 
appeals again and again to the lost civilized values of the nineteenth century or of still earlier periods. 


For Somary is almost as distrustful of the French Revolution as was Edmund Burke. He sees in 
the ideas and practices of the French Jacobins many of the seeds of present day evils; the Jacobins fa- mat 
vored a government unlimited in its discretionary powers and a state so powerful that it could do every. 
thing except turn a woman into a man. As Somary says: “The era of the French Revolution tore down 


all barriers that restricted the scope of action of the state.” in t 
Somary is inclined to equate democracy with liberty — a common assumption in the United States, the 
but debatable nevertheless. For democracy without careful specifications for individual liberty can wit 


easily become a formidable tyranny and has often been a prelude to personal absolutism. This is recog- 





nized by Somary himself in one of the incisive sentences which engrave themselves upon the reader’s - 
memory: 
“Tt is the curse of the Jacobin and Communist doctrines that they have made tyranny popular.” nec 
The author lays down two conditions for the development of democracy along lines of the common 
interest. Its citizens must be independent of the state and the state must be independent of external pres- sate 
sure. And he is almost guilty of understatement when he adds that “these two kinds of independence are 
increasily threatened”. 10 | 
Somary is convinced that freedom and direct taxation are incompatible and recalls that the American tha 
colonists rebelled against minor excise and stamp taxes. Modern Americans submit to exactions incom- por 
parably more severe with scarcely a murmur. “A measure (direct taxation) that was regarded as incon- 
sistent with freedom even by autocrats such as Augustus, Mohammed and Louis XIV is accepted without - 
resistance in the twentieth century.” kee 
The great American-Russian confrontation, foreseen over a century ago by de Tocqueville, is dis- 
cussed with originality and discernment. Perhaps the most striking feature of the book is a series of as 
epigrams, presented as “laws of modern society”. Their quality and tendency are indicated by the fol- 
lowing examples: the 
“In public life, the greater the guilt, the less the expiation.” . . . “The more functions the state as- Th 
sumes the less is it possible to control the administration.” . . . “The greater and more diversified the wk 
power of government, the smaller is the influence of the people.” . . . “The greater the pressure of the 
government, the lower the resistance of the masses.” the 
Small as Somary’s book is, it almost defies reviewing; it must be read to be fully savored. 
the 
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THE SAAR — A “FREE” POLICE STATE 
By FREDA UTLEY 













Re 1948, when the Marshall Plan was inaugurated, up to June last, the United States 
contributed a total of 13.4 billion dollars to Europe in E.C.A. or M.S.A, aid. | France, 
which received 2.7 billions, stands second only to England on the list of the beneficiaries 
of our bounty. The ostensible purpose of this dollar shower is the strengthening of the 
free world against the internal and external Communist menace. It may therefore in- 
terest the American taxpayer to hear how France runs the Saar, which is the part of Ger- 
many we allowed her to take over after the war. 

There is no Gestapo or M.V.D. in the Saar. Nor are there any concentration camps 
in this little coal-rich territory inhabited by 960,000 Germans. The Saarlanders can damn 
the French and curse their puppet government in cafes, restaurants and other public places 
without being arrested. Yet one needs to spend only a few days in the Saar to sense the 
invisible pressures which create the atmosphere of a police state. 

As the socialist leader Dr. Kurt Conrad said to me in Saarbrucken: ‘The French 
need not use force; they have enough influence without it.” 

This influence is due to the fact that the French, with our tacit consent, assumed al- 
most the same degree of control over the Saar’s economy and political life as Russia enjoys 
in the East German “People’s Republic”. And being more cultured, or better Marxists, 
than the Russians, the French find it unnecessary at present to back up their economic 
power with an apparatus of terror. They have felt secure in the knowledge that fear of 
unemployment and starvation — or of bankruptcy — is more effective than bayonets in 
keeping a conquered people docile. 

The iron-hand-in-the-velvet-glove literally describes French rule over the Saar. For, 
besides taking outright possession of the coal mines as war booty, France has “‘sequestered” 
the German iron and steel plants. Sequestration is a Gallic euphemism for expropriation. 
The German owners retain a theoretical claim to that part of their property or investment 
which the French did not seize outright, but receive no income from it. The French run 
the plants and dispose of the profits. 

Although some minor industries have been left in the hands of their German owners, 


they too are effectively controlled by means of France’s banking monopoly and the Saar’s 
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inclusion in the French customs union. No manufacturer or merchant can obtain credits 
or either export or import licenses, if he incurs the displeasure of the French authorities, 
He is subject to the same burdensome and stultifying bureaucratic controls as his French 
counterpart, but, being without representation in the French chamber of Deputies, he has 
no possibility of voting to change the laws which stifle private enterprise. 


In one way or another the whole population of the Saar is subject to the will of 
France, exercised either through direct economic pressure or through the puppet govern- 
ment headed by Dr. Johannes Hoffman. The miners work directly under French managers, 
supervisors and technicians. The iron and steel workers (with the exception of those 
employed by a Luxembourg company) work for French controlled enterprises. The rail- 
roads are also run by the French. Manufacturers and merchants who dare to insist that 
the Saar is German are subject to dire economic penalties. 


I have in my possession a photostatic copy of a letter dated May 16, 1951, signed by 
Colonel Grandval, who under the titles of Military Governor, High Commissioner and Am- 
bassador, has been French Gauleiter of the Saar since 1945. In this letter he informs the 
Paris Ministry of Foreign Affairs that he has ‘deemed it necessary to refuse all import fa- 
cilities” to the R and R Becker concern, because ‘‘the principal shareholder of this com- 
pany, M. Richard Becker, is President of the Democratic Party of the Saar, which party 
has a generally German nationalist tendency”. 


Ru THE MINERS AND STEEL workers and government office employees, to the manu- 
facturers, merchants and shopkeepers, everyone knows that the price of free speech may 
be unemployment or ruin. And free speech is almost the only freedom the Saarlanders 
possess. They can vote only for candidates put up by the government parties, or for the 
Communist party. They are denied freedom of assembly and freedom of the press, and 
if they distribute the leaflets put out by the illegal “‘pro-German parties”, they are fined 
or may be sent to prison for six months. These penalties do not of course compare in se- 
verity to the punishment meted out to recalcitrants in a Soviet satellite state. But, as Dr. 
Ney, leader of the banned Christian Democratic Party of the Saar, pointed out to me in 
Saarlouis: 


‘Fear of the unknown terrifies. We have almost a Russian type of terror here. And 
remember that the spirit of the people was broken by Nazi rule and war devastation, fol- 
lowed by hunger and French military rule. Everyone fears for his livelihood. We fear to 
talk to foreigners. Old friends look away when they meet my wife on the street. She 
sits alone at home because nearly everyone fears to be associated with us. 


‘Freedom from fear!” continued this descendant of Napoleon’s Marshal Ney; ‘“‘what 
a bitter joke. The gentlemen who rule us rail against Hitler but they have set up a similar 
system.” 
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Businessmen in the Saar ask you not to telephone to them, and if you write, to send the 
letter to their secretary’s private address or some other letterdrop. When you talk to peo- 
ple in the street or in restaurants and hotels, they look over their shoulders before replying. 

A small manufacturer I talked to in a small Saar town begged me not to quote what 
he said because of his workers, who would lose their livelihood if French anger were 
aroused. 


When Erich Ollenhauer (who is the late Dr. Schumacher’s successor as leader of the 
German socialists), stated in the Bundestag on November 18, that Johannes Hoffman is the 
Grotewohl of the Saar, he was hardly exaggerating. For “Joho”, Minister President of 
the Saar, heads a regime as subservient to France as the East German People’s Republic is 
to Russia. Just as in Red satellite states where the only parties permitted to exist are those 
which support the Communist constitution and Russian control of the economy, so in the 
Saar no party may put up candidates for election or publish a newspaper, unless it stands 
for economic union with France and the Saar’s political “‘autonomy”’. 


_ IS ONE NOTABLE and ominous exception to this prohibition in the Saar. The 
Communist party, alone among those opposing the union with France, is permitted 
to put up candidates for election and to publish a newspaper. If you wish to vote against 
the Government you can only vote Communist. When I asked the French official in charge 
of the press section of the Mission Diplomatique at Saarbrucken to explain why the Com- 
munist Party (which, like the forbidden C.D.U. and F.D.P. parties, insists that the Saar is 
German) nevertheless enjoys full political freedom, including the right to publish a news- 
paper, I received a strange reply. The young Frenchman explained that this was because 
reattachment to Germany constituted only one plank in the Communist Party platform, 
whereas it was the raison d’étre for the other ‘“‘pro-German” parties! I was hardly sur- 
prised when later on in our conversation this Monsieur Chazel told me that he did not 
believe there was any danger of Communist aggression. 

Colonel Grandval explained it differently. The Communist Party, he said, having 
been originally licensed by the victorious allies all over Germany, had retained its rights 
in the Saar. The trade union leaders I interviewed accused the French of using the Com- 
munists for propaganda purposes, and also for disrupting the unity of the workers. 

The Saar miners are among the more resolute opponents of French rule. They resent 
the fact that France refuses them a collective bargaining agreement and that they receive 
the same wages as the French although they work harder and produce more. And the French 
seem to have singularly failed to establish the friendly human relationship between man- 
agement and workers which is of particular importance in the mining industry. 

The chairman of the Saar miners union, Paul Kutsch, was the first victim of the 
forcible measures taken by the French to suppress the opposition in the weeks before the 
election. On November 20 he was prevented by the police from entering his office and 





had his automobile confiscated. Subsequently he and other miners’ leaders were ousted 
from their posts by an ad hoc “court of arbitration” as punishment for their ‘“‘pro-German 
attitude”’. 

However, such acts of violence have been rare. The most potent weapon used by the 
French to secure a favorable election result was undoubtedly the threat to reinstitute French 
military Government in the Saar. For instance, on November 28, the semi-official news. 
paper, Saarbrucker Zeitung, came out with an editorial threatening the electors that if they 
failed to vote for Hoffman and the status quo, France would resume direct rule as the Oc- 
cupation Power. And the Hoffman government itself distributed leaflets reminiscent of 
Goebbels or Communist propaganda methods, telling the population that failure to con- 
tinue it in office would mean “war, ruin and destruction” and a repetition of all the suf- 


ferings they underwent during and after the war. 


N 1947 when the Saarlanders were faced with a choice of voting for economic union 
with France, or having their industries dismantled and being left to starve, West Ger- 
many lay in ruins and was being prevented by the Allies from rebuilding its shattered econ- 
omy. But since the currency reform in 1948 and the stopping of dismantlement in 1949. 
50, the West Germans have been forging ahead, thanks to the willingness of Germans to 
work hard and long, and as a result of the free enterprise economy favored by the Bonn 
government. Thus today the desire of many of the Saarlanders to be reincorporated in 
their German homeland is reinforced by the attraction exerted by West German prosperity. 
The Saarlanders have little confidence in the franc, which is the sole legal tender, and 
wish to invest their savings in marks, which are rapidly becoming as stable and valuable a 
currency as the Swiss franc. The cost of living is higher in the Saar and in France than 
in Germany. The more farsighted Saarlanders fear that, if there is a depression, France 
will exclude their manufacturers and, that they will be unable to compete against West 
German producers. For France has apparently denied to the Saar mines and iron works 
the share of Marshall plan aid necessary for their reconstruction and modernization. 
The Saar shows up the basic problem which prevents European unification. It is not 
merely France’s out-of-date nationalism that prevents the formation of a European Defense 
Community. It is rather the inability of the French (and their weak Government) to 
compete against the hardworking and energetic Germans. Unless and until the United 
States ceases to treat France as a favored child, entitled both to live on our bounty and to 
disregard all democratic principles, there can be no European unity. Reform in France 
is the sine qua non for the success of all such grandiose schemes as the Schuman plan. 
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